Remarks 

Claims 1-52 are pending in this application. The examiner has objected to 
claims 2 and 4 due to a typographical error in the language of the claims. The examiner has 
rejected each of claims 1-52 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the applicants regard 
as their invention. The examiner has rejected claims 1,19, 36, 40, and 46 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 
second paragraph, as being incomplete for omitting essential steps. The examiner has rejected 
claims 36-39 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 for being directed to non-statutory subject matter. The 
examiner has rejected claims 1-52 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 5,872,973 to Mitchell. The examiner has rejected claims 1, 19, 36, and 40 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,872,973 to Matsuda et al. Several of 
the claims of this application have been amended herein. For the convenience of the examiner a 
set of claims that includes all of the amendments made herein is attached as Exhibit A. 

1. Objections, Section 112 Rejections, and Section 101 Rejections 

The examiner has asserted objections to the abstract and the claims, rejected each 
of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, and rejected claims 36-39 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

A. Objections to the Abstract 

The examiner has objected to the abstract because of the use of words with initial 
capital letters. The abstract has been amended such that it does not include words with initial 
capital letters. 
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B. Objections to the Claims 

The examiner has objected to claims 2 and 4 due to typographical errors in the 
claims. These claims have been corrected to remove the typographical errors. 

C. Section 112 Rejections 

The examiner has rejected claims 1, 4, 8, 11, 30, 36, 40, 41, and 46 as being 
indefinite due to the use of the phrase ''adapted to." These claims have been amended to delete 
the use of the phrase "adapted to" and include a positive limitation in its place. 

The examiner has rejected claim 1 as being indefinite due to the use of the phrase 
''the first Behavior logic." Claim 1 has been amended to delete the phrase "the first Behavior 
logic." 

The examiner has rejected claims 40 and 41 as being indefinite due to the use of 
the terms "shared environment" and "first Behavior logic." Claims 40 and 41 have been 
amended to clarify the use of the phrase "shared environment" and to delete the phrase "first 
Behavior logic." 

The examiner has rejected claims 1, 19, 40, and 46 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being incomplete for omitting alleged essential steps, including the steps of 
command mapping and behavior, and creating a shared environment. Each of claims 1,19, 40, 
and 46 has been amended to clarify that the mapping of a command to a behavior logic is 
accomplished on the basis of at least one characterisfic of the command. A chariacteristic of the 
command could include the identity of the command or the content of the command. 

With respect to the step of creating a shared environment, applicants submit that 
claims 1 and 40 do include a recitation of "code to create a shared environment." Similarly, 
claim 19 includes the step of "creating a shared environment," and claim 46 includes the 
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recitation of "a plurality of shared environments/' Applicants submit that, in view of the 
amendments herein and the positive recitation of elements already present in the claims, the 
rejection of claims 1, 19, 40, and 46, due to the alleged omission in these claims of an essential 
element, should be withdrawn. 

The examiner has rejected claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being incomplete for omitting an alleged essential step, including the step of configuring a 
command-receiver behavior logic. The step of configuring a receiver is recited in amended 
claim 36, namely: "configuring a receiver logic to receive a command and initiate the execution 
of at least one behavior logic corresponding to the command in response to the mapping of the 
command to one or more behavior logics." Because the configuring step is present in claim 36, 
applicants submit that the rejection of claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 112 for the omission of an 
essential step should be withdrawn. 

D. Section 101 Rejections 

The examiner has rejected claims 36-39 as being directed to non-statutory subject 
matter. Independent claim 36 has been amended to clarify that the application of claim 36 is 'Tor 
execution on at least one computer system." Claims 37-39 depend from claim 36. Applicants 
submit that the rejection of claims 36-39 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 should be withdrawn. 

IL Section 102 Rejections 

The examiner has rejected each of the pending claims 1-52 as being anticipated by 
one or both of Mitchell and Matsuda. 
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A. Standard for Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

''A claim is not anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim 
is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal 
Bros, V. Union Oil Co, of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 'The identical 
invention must be shown in complete detail as is contained in the . . . claim." Richardson v. 
Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1336 (Fed. Cir 1989). Thus, a rejection of any one of the 
pending claims is not permissible unless each element of the rejected claim is present in either 
Mitchell or Matsuda. Here, neither Mitchell nor Matsuda discloses each element of any of the 
rejected claims. 

B. Mitchell Does Not Disclose the Claimed Invention 

A plain reading of Mitchell demonstrates that Mitchell does not disclose the 
claimed invention. The claimed invention of the present application is directed to an 
object-oriented programming environment that includes a shared, distributed programming 
environment in which each object of the environment is able to map commands directed to the 
object to one of several behaviors of the object on the basis of a mapping function that is 
included within the object. The placement of the mapping functionality of the invention within 
the object allows the object to be autonomous and allows the object to function without regard to 
the location of the object within the programming environment. In addition, because the 
mapping functionality of the object is intrinsic to and within the object^ an object can function in 
the programming environment without the necessity of defining relationships between the object 
and other objects of the programming environment. 

In direct contrast, Mitchell is directed to a programming environment in which a 
''semantic link" — also referred to in Mitchell as a ''surrogate object" or "mapper" — is placed 
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between two other objects and serves to communicate with each of the objects. Mitchell 
provides that: 

[A] semantic link in the present invention is a system that 
synchronizes two server objects by creating a generic client 
between the servers. 



The main function of the invention is to specify and then 
instantiate semantic links between objects that have been defined 
in a dynamic object-oriented language. 



A semantic link is created through the instantiation of a 
surrogate object, called a mapper, that uses probing and dynamic 
binding to attach to both of its patron objects. The mapper is the 
client and both patron objects are servers to the mapper. 



The objects are synchronized (that is a ''message" is passed 
from one object to the other) through the mapper when the attribute 
changes its value, and the probes are called back. 



In other words, two objects can be attached to each other by 
a third object without the first two objects becoming clients, thus 
creating a server/server architecture between the two objects. 

(Mitchell, column 7, lines 36-38, 46-48, and 58-62; and column, 8, lines 18-21 and 32-35). The 
placement of a mapping function between two objects is also plainly shown in the figures of 
Mitchell. Figure 1 of Mitchell, for example, depicts a semantic link or mapper in the form of 
EosMapFieldToField object 103, which is positioned communicatively between two other 
objects, which are identified as patron object 1 02 and patron object 1 06. It is plain from Mitchell 
that Mitchell only discloses a mapping fijnction placed between — not within — two objects. 
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Mitchell does not disclose the claimed invention of a shared, object-oriented 
environment in which the mapping of commands to behaviors for an object is accomplished 
according to a mapping functionality that resides within the object itself The mapping function 
of the claimed invention is within each object, thereby allowing each object to function as an 
autonomous unit such that the object can be moved within the computer systems of the shared 
environment and function independently of its location in the shared environment. In addition, 
because the mapping function of each object is internal and intrinsic to each object, each object 
can be used without the necessity of defining relationships between the object and other objects 
in the programming environment. Each claim of the pending application includes the recitation 
of claim elements that are not disclosed or suggested by Mitchell. 
1 . Independent Claim 1 

Claim 1 is directed to a storage medium containing software for manipulating 
computer-implemented objects in a computer system. Claim 1 includes the recitation of code to 
create an object. The claimed object of claim 1 includes "mapping logic able to map a command 
received at the receiver logic, on the basis of a characteristic of the command, to a selected 
behavior logic for execution of the selected behavior logic." This element of the claimed object 
of claim 1 is simply not present in Mitchell, as Mitchell is directed to the placement of the 
mapping function between two objects. In contrast, the mapping function of the object of claim 1 
is within the object itself 

The examiner has pointed to column 12, lines 18-48 of Mitchell as disclosing the 
mapping of commands to behaviors. The discussion contained in column 12, lines 18-48 of 
Mitchell is not directed to a command-behavior mapping function that is included within the 
target object. The mapping that is being described in this section is the mapping of one object to 
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another object through an external mapping function. The "mapping dialog" that is discussed in 
this section is a ''dialog box" for establishing the external mapping function between two objects. 
An example of this dialog box is shown in Figure 4 of Mitchell, which plainly depicts an external 
mapping function between ''ObjectA" and "ObjectD." 

In plain contrast, the object of the present invention includes a mapping ftinction 
within the object itself. The placement of the mapping function within the object allows the 
object to be autonomous and further allows the object to function within the shared environment 
without reference to the location of the object in the shared environment and without the 
necessity of defining relationships between the object and other objects. The inclusion of the 
mapping function within the object is simply not disclosed or suggested in Mitchell Applicants 
submit that the rejection of claim 1 over Mitchell should be withdrawn. 
2. Independent Claim 19 

Independent claim 19 is directed to a method for manipulating a computer- 
implemented object in a distributed system. The step of "creating a plurality of objects" of claim 
19 includes the steps of: 

selecting a behavior logic of the set of behavior logics 
corresponding to the command on the basis of a mapping logic 
within the object that maps commands to behavior logics of the set 
of behavior logics on the basis of a characteristic of the command; 

(Claim 19). This step is not disclosed in Mitchell, as Mitchell is directed to the placement of the 
mapping function between two objects. In direct contrast with Mitchell, the mapping function of 
the claimed object is "within the object," thereby allowing the object to be autonomous and 
operable without regard to its location. 
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As discussed with respect to claim 1 above, the examiner has pointed to 
column 12, lines 18-48 of Mitchell as disclosing the mapping of commands to behaviors. The 
discussion contained in column 12, lines 18-48 of Mitchell is not directed to a command- 
behavior mapping function that is included within the target object. The mapping that is being 
described in this section is the mapping of one object to another object through an external 
mapping function. The "mapping dialog" that is discussed in this section is a "dialog box" for 
establishing the external mapping function between two objects. An example of this dialog box 
is shown in Figure 4 of Mitchell, which plainly depicts an external mapping function between 
"ObjectA" and "ObjectD." 

In plain contrast to this passage of Mitchell, the object of claim 19 includes a 
- mapping function within the object itself The placement of the mapping function within the 
object allows the object to be autonomous and further allows the object to function within the 
shared environment without reference to the location of the object in the shared environment and 
without the necessity of defining relationships between the object and other objects. The 
inclusion of the mapping function within the object is simply not disclosed or suggested in 
Mitchell. Applicants submit that the rejection of claim 1 9 over Mitchell should be withdrawn. 
3. Independent Claim 36 

Independent claim 36 is directed to a method for designing an application for 
execution on at least one computer system. A step of "manipulating the object" of claim 36 
includes the step of: 

mapping members of a first set of commands to members 
of the set of behavior logics, wherein the mapping function of an 
object is included within the object; 
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configuring a receiver logic to receive a command and 
initiate the execution of a behavior logic corresponding to the 
command in response to the mapping of the command to the 
behavior logic. 

(Claim 36). These steps are not disclosed in Mitchell, as Mitchell is directed to the placement of 
the mapping function between two objects. In direct contrast with Mitchell, the mapping 
function of the claimed object is included "within the object," thereby allowing the object to be 
autonomous and operable without regard to its location and without the necessity of defining 
relationships between the object and other objects. 

As discussed with respect to claims 1 and 19 above, the examiner has pointed to 
column 12, lines 18-48 of Mitchell as disclosing the mapping of commands to behaviors. The 
discussion contained in column 12, lines 18-48 of Mitchell is not directed to a command- 
behavior mapping flmction that is included within the target object. The mapping that is being 
described in this section is the mapping of one object to another object through an external 
mapping function. The "mapping dialog" that is discussed in this section is a "dialog box" for 
establishing the external mapping function between two objects. An example of this dialog box 
is shown in Figure 4 of Mitchell, which plainly depicts an external mapping function between 
"ObjectA" and "ObjectD." 

In plain contrast to this passage of Mitchell, the objects of claim 36 include a 
mapping function with each object itself. The placement of the mapping function within each 
object allows the object to be autonomous and further allows the object to function within the 
shared environment without reference to the location of the object in the shared environment and 
without the necessity of defining relationships between the object and other objects. The 
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inclusion of the mapping function within the object is simply not disclosed or suggested in 

Mitchell. Applicants submit that the rejection of claim 36 over Mitchell should be withdrawn. 

4. Independent Claim 40 

Independent claim 40 is directed to a processor-based system. The system 

includes code to create an object, and the created object includes: 

a mapping logic able to map a command received at the 
receiver logic to a selected behavior logic for execution of the 
selected behavior logic on the basis of a characteristic of the 
command. 

(Claim 40). An object for use in a shared environment that includes a set of behavior logics and 
a mapping logic within the object is not disclosed in Mitchell. Mitchell, in contrast, is directed to 
the placement of the mapping function between two objects. In direct contrast with Mitchell, the 
mapping function of the claimed object of claim 40 is included within the object, thereby 
allowing the object to be autonomous and operable without regard to its location and without the 
necessity of defining relationships between the object and other objects. 

As discussed with respect to claim 1,19, and 36 above, the examiner has pointed 
to column 12, lines 18-48 of Mitchell as disclosing the mapping of commands to behaviors. The 
discussion contained in column 12, lines 18-48 of Mitchell is not directed to a 
command-behavior mapping function that is included within the target object. The mapping that 
is being described in this section is the mapping of one object to another object through an 
external mapping function. The "mapping dialog" that is discussed in this section is a ''dialog 
box" for establishing the external mapping function between two objects. An example of this 
dialog box is shown in Figure 4 of Mitchell, which plainly depicts an external mapping function 
between "ObjectA" and "ObjectD." 
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In plain contrast to this passage of Mitchell, the object of claim 40 includes a 
mapping logic within the object itself The placement of the mapping logic within the object 
allows the object to be autonomous and further allows the object to function within the shared 
environment without reference to the location of the object in the shared environment and 
without the necessity of defining relationships between the object and other objects. The 
inclusion of the mapping function within the object is simply not disclosed or suggested in 
Mitchell. Applicants submit that the rejection of claim 40 over Mitchell should be withdrawn. 

5. Independent Claim 46 

Independent claim 46 is directed to a software architecture. Claim 46 includes the 
recitation of a distributed system that includes "a plurality of shared environments." There is no 
disclosure in Mitchell of multiple shared environments. For the disclosure of a software 
architecture that includes multiple shared environments, the examiner points to three lines in 
column 6j two lines in the abstract, and Figures 1-3 of Mitchell. None of these passages or the 
figures discloses multiple shared environments. Instead, these passages simply disclose linking 
of objects and the external mapping of objects. There is not even a suggestion in any of these 
passages of a software architecture that includes multiple shared environments. 

in addition, claim 46 includes "a Kernel subclass of the CommandReceiver class" 
that includes "code to instantiate objects of the CommandReceiver class" and ''code to destroy 
objects of the CommandReceiver class." Neither of these code elements is disclosed in Mitchell. 
First, with respect to the element of ''code to instantiate objects of the CommandReceiver class," 
the examiner has pointed to column 29, lines 55-67 of Mitchell. This passage of Mitchell says 
nothing about the instantiation of objects. Rather, this passage speaks again to links between 
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objects. There is absolutely no mention in this passage of code for instantiating, or creating, an 
object of the CommandReceiver class. 

In addition, the claim element of a Kernel subclass that includes ''code to destroy 
objects of the CommandReceiver class," is not disclosed in Mitchell. For this element, the 
examiner points to the "garbage collection" discussion in column 17, lines 29-48 of Mitchell. 
There is no disclosure in this passage of code within a Kernel subclass of the CommandReceiver 
class for destroying objects of the CommandReceiver class. Code of this sort is simply not 
disclosed in Mitchell. Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of claim 46 should be 
withdrawn. 

In sum, each of the pending claims includes claim elements that are not present in 
Mitchell. Because Mitchell does not disclose each element of the claimed invention, a rejection 
of the pending claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102 over Mitchell is improper. The rejection of the 
pending claims on the basis of Mitchell should be withdrawn. 

C. Matsuda Does Not Disclose the Claimed Invention 

The examiner has rejected each of claims 1,19, 36, and 40 as being anticipated by 
Matsuda. A plain reading of Matsuda reveals, however, that Matsuda does not anticipate any of 
the pending claims. 

1 . Object-Oriented Programming Environment 

Each of claims 1, 19, 36, and 40 includes the recitation of the use or 
implementation of the invention in an object-oriented programming environment. Matsuda is not 
in any manner directed to an object-oriented programming environment. Instead, Matsuda is 
directed to a method for manipulating a graphical depiction or cartoon of a "pet." Although "the 
pet" of Matsuda is sometimes referred to in Matsuda as an "object," it is plain from a reading of 
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Matsuda that Matsuda does not concern object-oriented programming. The term "object-oriented 
programming" does not once appear in Matsuda. Moreover, the abstract of Matsuda makes clear 
that the terms "pet" and "object" are used synonymously in Matsuda, and are used to denote the 
graphical depiction or cartoon of a figure and not as shorthand for object-oriented programming. 
The "object" of Matsuda is not an object of an object-oriented programming environment. 
Applicants submit that the rejection of claims 1,19, 36, and 40 should be withdrawn, as Matsuda 
does not disclose an object-oriented programming environment. 

2. An Object That Includes Behavior Logics 

Each of claims 1,19, 36, and 40 includes the recitation of an object that includes a 
set of behavior logics. The pet of Matsuda does not include a set of behavior logics. The pet is 
simply a depiction or cartoon of an animal on a viewable medium. Matsuda describes the use of 
scripts to be executed by a client PC to cause the pet to move. (Matsuda, Paragraph 1 88). Even 
assuming, for the sake of argument, that these scripts are behavior logics, these scripts are not 
included in the pet. Instead, they exist in AO server 13 of Matsuda and are transmitted from AO 
server 13 of Matsuda for execution by a client PC. (Matsuda, Paragraph 188). The scripts of 
Matsuda are not included in the pet of Matsuda. As such, it cannot be said the Matsuda discloses 
behavior logics that are included within the object (pet) of Matsuda. Because Matsuda does not 
disclose an object that includes behavior logics, the rejection on claims 1,19, 36, and 40 should 
be withdrawn. 

3. An Object That Includes A Mapping Logic 

Each of claims 1,19, 36, and 40 includes the recitation of an object that includes 
mapping logic or mapping functionality for mapping commands received by the logic to behavior 
logics of the object. The pet of Matsuda does not include a mapping logic. As described above. 
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the pet is simply a depiction of an animal on a viewable medium. Matsuda describes that 
commands from a user are interpreted with the assistance of a behavior command control table in 
AO server 13 of Matsuda. (Matsuda, Paragraph 185). Even assuming, for the sake of argument, 
that the behavior command control table of Matsuda is a mapping logic, this table is not included 
in the pet. Instead, the table exists in the AO server. The table and the AO server of Matsuda are 
not included within the ''pet" of Matsuda. Because the table is not included within the pet, it 
cannot be argued that Matsuda discloses a mapping logic that is included within the object (pet) 
of Matsuda. Because Matsuda does not disclose an object that includes a mapping logic, the 
rejection on claims 1,19, 36, and 40 as being anticipated by Matsuda should be withdrawn. 

In summary, each of claims 1,16, 36, and 39 includes claim elements that are not 
disclosed by Matsuda. Because Mitchell does not disclose each element of the claimed 
invention, a rejection of the pending claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102 over Mitchell is improper. 
Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of these claims should be withdrawn, and these 
claims should be passed to issuance. 

D. Dependent Claims 2-18, 20-35, 37-39, 41-45, and 47-52 

Dependent claims 2-18, 20-35, 37-39, 41-45, and 47-52 will not be discussed 
individually herein, as each depends from an otherwise allowable base claim. Applicants submit 
that the rejection of claims 2-18, 20-35, 37-39, 41-45, and 47-52 should be withdrawn and these 
claims should be passed to issuance. 
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Conclusion 



Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of claims 1-52 should be 



withdrawn, and these claims should be passed to issuance. 
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